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ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

40  CFR  Part  81 
[AO-FRL-3432-31 

Assessment  of  Visibility  Impairments 
and  Integral  Vista  Identification 

agency:  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (EPA). 

ACTION:  Proposed  rule. 

SUMMARY:  This  proposal  addresses  the 
necessity  of  revising  the  State 
implementation  plans  (SIP’s)  for  the 
States  of  Arizona,  Maine,  Minnesota, 
and  Utah  to  include  emission  limitations 
representing  best  available  retrofit 
technology  (BART)  or  other  control 
strategies  to  remedy  source-attributable 
impairments  that  may  exist  within  the 
States’  Class  I  areas.  Today’s  action  is 
in  accordance  with  a  settlement 
agreement  with  the  Environmental 
Defense  Fund  (EDF)  and  others  which 
requires  EPA  to  propose  appropriate 
measures  to  remedy  certiHed  visibility 
impairments  in.  mandatory  Class  I 
Federal  areas  where  the  impairment  in 
the  area  is  reascmably  attributed  to 
specific  sources.  Under  the  agreement, 
^A  had  previously  deferred  a  decision 
on  the  need  to  impose  BART 
requirements  for  sources  within  these 
States  (52  FR  45132  (November  24, 

1987)).  'The  EPA  is  alto  proposing  to 
amend  its  listing  to  correct  the 
identification  of  a  key  feature  of  an 
integral  vista  for  the  Roosevelt 
Campobello  Internationa)  Park  (RCIP). 
The  EPA  had  earlier  amended  its  listing 
to  include  in  Part  81  the  list  of  integral 
vistas  appearing  at  46  FR  22707  (April 
20, 1981)  which  had  been  identified  by 
the  RCIP  Conunission  for  the  RCIP  (52 
FR  45132).  The  identification  of  the 
integral  vistas,  relied  on  by  EPA  to 
amend  its  regulations,  inadvertently 
omitted  the  key  feature  proposed  to  be 
included  by  this  rulemaking.  In  addition, 
EPA  proposes  to  clarify  the  scope  of  the 
integral  vistas  for  the  RCIP  as  requested 
by  the  RCIP  Commission. 

DATE:  Comments  on  this  notice  of 
proposal  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Central  Docket  Section  no  later  than 
November  14, 1988. 
addresses:  Comments  should  be 
submitted  (in  duplicate  if  possible)  to 
Central  Docket  Action  (LE-131A),  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  401  M 
Street  SW.,  Washington,  DC  20460, 
Attention:  Docket  Number  A-88-22. 

Docket:  Pursuant  to  section 
307(d)(1)(B)  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (Act), 

42  U.S.C.  7607(d)(1)(B),  this  rulemaking 
is  subject  to  the  procedural 


requirements  of  section  307(d). 

Therefore.  EPA  has  established  a  docket 
for  this  notice.  Docket  Number  A-88-22. 
Materials  related  to  the  development  of 
this  notice  have  been  placed  in  this 
docket.  For  background  information, 
materials  related  to  the  development  of 
the  visibility  protection  program  (40  CFR 
51.300  et  seq.)  are  available  in  Docket 
A-79-40.  Also,  materials  related  to  the 
development  of  the  visibility  new  source 
review  and  visibility  monitoring 
strategies  are  available  in  Docket  A-84- 
32.  Finally,  materials  related  to  the 
visibility  long-term  strategy, 
implementation  of  control  strategy,  and 
integral  vista  program  are  available  in 
Docket  A-85-26.  All  dockets  are 
available  for  public  inspection  and 
copying  between  8:00  a.m.  and  4.-00  p.m. 
Monday  through  Friday  at  EPA’s  Central 
Docket  Section,  South  Conference 
Center,  Room  4,  401  M  Street  SW., 
Washington,  DC.  A  reasonable  fee  may 
be  charged  for  copying. 

Public  Hearing:  Any  request  for  a 
public  hearing  should  be  submitted  in 
writing  to:  David  Stonefield,  Chief 
Particulate  Matter  Programs  Section,  Air 
Quality  Management  Division  (MD-15), 
Offlee  of  Air  Quality  Planning  and 
Standards,  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency,  Research  Triangle 
Park,  North  Carolina  27711. 

FOR  FURTHER  INFORMATION  CONTACT. 
David  Stonefield  at  telephone  number 
(919)  541-5350  or  FTS  629-5350. 
SUPPLEMENTARY  INFORMATION: 

Background 

A.  Regulatory  Requirements 

Section  109A  of  the  Act,  42  U.S£. 

7491,  sets  as  a  national  goal  “the 
prevention  of  any  future,  and  the 
remedying  of  any  existing  impairment  of 
visibility  in  mandatory  Class  I  Federal 
areas  which  impairment  results  firom 
manmade  air  pollution.’’  Mandatory 
Class  I  Federal  areas  are  certain 
national  parks,  wilderness,  and 
international  parks  as  described  in 
section  162(a)  of  the  Act,  42  U.S.C 
7472(a).  Section  169A  requires  that  EPA 
promulgate  regulations  to  assure 
reasonable  progress  toward  meeting  the 
national  goal  for  mandatory  Class  I 
Federal  areas  where  EPA  has 
determined  that  visibility  is  an 
important  value.  On  November  30, 1979, 
EPA  identified  156  areas  where  visibiHty 
is  an  important  air  quality  related  value 
(44  FR  69122).  Section  169A  spedficalfy 
requires  EPA  to  promulgate  regulations 
requiring  certain  States  to  amend  their 
SIP’s  to  provide  reasonable  progress 
toward  meeting  the  national  goal  for  the 
156  areas. 


On  December  2, 1980,  EPA 
promulgated  the  required  visibility 
regulations  (45  FR  80084,  codified  at  40 
CFR  51.300  et  seq.].  In  broad  outline,  the 
visibility  regulations  require  the  36 
States  listed  in  §  51.300(b)  to:  (1) 
Coordinate  SIP  development  with  the 
appropriate  Federal  land  managers 
(FLM’s),  (2)  develop  a  program  to  assess 
and  remedy  visibility  impairment  from 
new  and  existing  sources,  (3)  develop  a 
long-term  (10  to  15  years)  strategy  to 
assure  reasonable  progress  toward  the 
national  goal,  (4)  develop  a  visibility 
monitoring  strategy  to  collect 
information  on  visibility  conditions,  and 
(5)  consider  in  all  aspects  of  visibility 
protection  any  “integral  vistas” 
(important  views  of  landmarks  or 
panoramas  that  extend  outside  of  the 
boundaries  of  the  Class  I  area) 
identified  by  the  FLM’s  as  critical  to  the 
visitor’s  enjoyment  of  the  Class  I  areas. 

In  December  1982,  environmental 
groups,  including  EDF,  filed  a  citizen’s 
suit  in  the  United  States  District  Court 
for  the  Northern  District  of  California 
alleging  that  EPA  had  failed  to  perform 
a  nondiscretionary  duty  under  section 
110(c)  of  the  Act  to  promulgate  visibility 
^’s  for  the  35  States  *  that  had  failed 
to  submit  SIP’s  to  EPA  as  called,  for  by 
the  1980  visibility  regulations  [EDF  v. 
Thomas.  No.  C826850  RPA). 

The  EPA  and  the  plaintiffs  negotiated 
a  settlement  agreement  for  the 
remaining  States  which  the  court 
approved  by  order  on  April  20, 1984.  For 
more  information  on  details  of  the 
provisions  of  the  settlement,  including  a 
schedule  of  actions  by  EPA,  see  EPA’s 
annoimcement  of  the  agreement  at  49  FR 
20647  (May  16, 1984). 

B.  Settlement  Agreement 

The  settlement  agreement  required 
EPA  to  promulgate  Federal  visibility 
SIP’s,  henceforth  called  Federal 
implementation  plans  (FIP’s),  on  a 
specified  schedule  for  those  States  that 
had  not  submitted  visibility  SIP 
revisions  to  EPA.  Specifically,  the  first 
part  of  the  agreement  required  EPA  to 
propose  and  promulgate  FIP’s  which 
cover  the  monitoring  and  new  source 
review  (NSR)  provisions  of  40  CFR 
51.305  and  51.307.  The  EPA  proposed 
such  plan  revisions  for  34  States  on 
October  23. 1984  (49  FR  42670).  The  EPA 
promulgated  its  monitoring  strategy  for 
23  States  and  its  NSR  provisions  for  21 
States  (50  FR  28544,  51  FR  5504,  and  51 
FR  22937).  In  separate  notices,  EPA 
approved  the  SIP’s  of  the  other  States 
with  respect  to  monitoring  and  NSR. 


'  The  Slate  of  Alaska  had  submitted  a  SIP  which 
was  approved  on  July  5. 1983  at  48  FR  30623. 
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The  second  part  of  the  settlement 
agreement  required  EPA  to  determine 
the  adequacy  of  the  SIP's  to  meet  the 
remaining  provisions  of  the  visibility 
regulations.  These  provisions  are  the 
general  plan  provisions,  including 
implementation  control  strategies 
(§  51.302),  integral  vista  protection 
(§§51.302-51.307),  and  long-term 
strategies  (§  51.306).  The  settlement 
agreement  required  EPA  to  propose  and 
promulgate  FIFs  to  remedy  any 
deHciencies  on  a  specified  schedule. 

On  January  23, 1986,  EPA 
preliminarily  determined  that  the  SIP’s 
of  32  States  were  deficient  with  respect 
to  the  remaining  visibility  provisions  (51 
FR  3046).  Thereafter,  EPA  and  the 
plaintiffs  negotiated  revisions  to  the 
settlement  agreement  which  extended 
the  deadlines  for  proposing  FIP's  to 
remedy  these  deficiencies.  The  court 
approved  these  revisions  by  its  order  of 
September  9, 1986.® 

In  accordance  with  the  revised 
settlement  agreement,  the  EPA 
promulgated  its  general  plan 
requirements  and  long-term  strategies 
for  29  States  on  November  24, 1987  (52 
FR  45132).  Under  the  revised  agreement, 
EPA's  decision  regarding  certified 
visibility  impairments  in  seven  Class  I 
areas  in  the  States  of  Arizona,  Maine, 
Minnesota,  and  Utah  was  deferred  until 
August  31, 1988  pending  acquisition  and 
evaluation  of  additional  monitoring 
information  regarding  potential  sources 
of  impairment.  The  EPA  required 
additional  information  to  determine 
whether  the  impairment  in  any  of  these 
Class  I  areas  is  “reasonably 
attributable”  to  an  existing  stationary 
facility,  and  to  enable  a  BART  analysis 
for  any  source  so  identified  as  causing 
or  contributing  to  visibility  impairment 
(40  CFR  51.302(c)(4)(i)). 

For  the  reasons  given  below,  EPA  and 
the  plaintifis  in  EDF  v.  Thomas  have 
negotiated  further  revisions  to  the 
settlement  agreement  which  allow  EPA 
imtil  August  31, 1989  to  address 
visibility  impairments  existing  in  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park  in 
Arizona,  the  Canyonlands  National  Park 
in  Utah,  and  the  Moosehom  Wilderness 
in  Maine.® 

The  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (FWS) 
has  identified  the  Georgia-Pacific 
Corporation's  (GP)  pulp  and  paper  mill 
in  Woodland,  Maine,  as  the  probable 
source  of  impairments  existing  in 
Moosehom  Wilderness.  GP  has 
proposed  a  major  modification 

*  A  copy  of  the  settlement  agreement  and 
revisions  is  available  in  Docket  A-85-2e  at  the 
address  given  at  the  beginning  of  this  notice. 

*  See  EDF  V.  Thomas,  joint  Motion  to  Extend 
Deadline  (August  4, 1988);  Order  (August  26.;198b}. 


(replacement  of  two  boilers  with  a  new 
boiler  and  additional  controls  on 
another  boiler)  to  its  mill  and,  thus,  is 
required  to  undergo  preconstruction 
review  and  obtain  a  prevention  of 
significant  deterioration  (PSD)  permit 
pursuant  to  sections  160-169  of  the  Act, 

42  U.S.C.  7470-7479,  and  the  PSD 
provisions  of  Maine’s  SIP  (45  FR  6786 
(January  30, 1980)).  In  order  to  obtain  its 
PDS  permit,  GP  must,  among  other 
things,  conduct  an  analysis  to  determine 
whether  the  modification  will  cause  or 
contribute  to  an  adverse  impact  on  the 
air  quality  related  values,  including 
visibility,  of  the  Class  I  area  (section 
165(d)(2)(C)(ii))  of  the  Act  and  satisfy 
the  new  source  review  protection 
requirements  pursuant  to  section  169A 
of  the  Act  (40  CFR  51.300  et  seq.  and 
52.1032).  In  accordance  with  the  PSD 
visibility  requirements,  GP  and  the  FLM 
are  analyzing  the  source(s)  of  the  plume 
blight  for  purposes  of  the  ^D 
application.  'The  EPA  anticipates  that 
the  end  result  of  the  PSD  permitting 
process  will  include  an  enforceable 
agreement  by  GP  to  take  ameliorative 
measures  that  will  largely  cure  the 
plume  blight  problem  in  Moosehom,  and 
thus  render  a  BART  analysis 
unnecessary.  However,  the  PSD  process 
will  not  be  completed  for  several 
months.  Consequently,  the  parties 
agreed  to  further  defer  EPA’s  decision 
on  the  necessity  for  BART,  pending 
completion  of  the  PSD  permit  process. 

The  1986  revisions  to  the  settlement 
agreement  had  allowed  EPA  to  defer  a 
decision  on  the  necessity  for  BART  and 
other  control  measures  for  sources  of 
impairment  in  Canyonlands  and  Grand 
Canyon  National  Parks  in  order  to  allow 
the  National  Park  Service  (NPS)  to 
complete  a  study  concerning  source- 
attributable  impacts  within  these  Class  I 
areas.  That  study  has  experienced 
delays.  Although  the  sampling  has  been 
completed,  the  results  of  the  study  have 
not  been  analyzed,  published,  and 
subjected  to  peer  review  by  other 
members  of  the  scientific  and 
engineering  communities.  Consequently, 
the  parties  agreed  to  further  defer  EPA’s 
decision  concerning  BART  and  other 
control  measures,  pending  analysis  of 
the  results  of  the  monitoring  study. 

In  addition  to  the  present  NPS  study, 
monitoring  activities  will  continue  at 
these  Class  1  areas  to  supplement 
current  data.  Regardless  of  the 
availability  of  such  additional  data, 
however,  the  EPA  intends  to  propose  a 
decision  regarding  implementation  of 
control  strategies  in  these  three  areas  no 
later  than  August  31, 1989,  as  allowed  by 
the  newly  revised  settlement  agreement. 


C.  Today's  Action 

In  today’s  proposal,  EPA  addresses 
certified  visibility  impairments  in  four 
Class  I  areas.  Based  on  the  monitoring 
activities  conducted  in  these  areas,  EPA 
has  not  found  that  the  visibility 
impairment  is  reasonably  attributable  to 
any  specific  source.  Thus,  with  respect 
to  Voyageurs  National  Park,  EPA 
considers  it  unnecessary  at  this  time  to 
revise  the  FIP  for  Miimesota  to  include 
BART  requirements  or  other  control 
strategies.  In  addition,  with  respect  to 
Petrified  Forest  National  Park  and 
Saguaro  Wilderness,  EPA  considers  it  is 
unnecessary  at  this  time  to  revise  the 
FIP  for  Arizona  to  include  BART 
requirements  or  other  control  strategies. 
Similarly,  with  respect  to  the  RCEP  and 
associated  integral  vistas,  EPA 
considers  it  unnecessary  at  this  time  to 
revise  the  FIP  for  Maine  to  include 
BART  requirements  or  other  control 
strategies.  However,  any  future 
certification  of  impairment  in  these 
areas  will  be  addressed  in  the  periodic 
review  of  each  State’s  long-term  strategy 
(40  CFR  51.306  and  52.29). 

Discussion  of  Impairment 
A.  Voyageurs  National  Park,  Minnesota 

The  Department  of  the  Interior  (DOI) 
previously  noted  that  uniform  haze  as 
well  as  elevated  and  ground-based 
layered  haze  resulted  in  visibility 
impairments  in  Voyageurs  National  Park 
(52  FR  7802  (March  12, 1987)).  In  order  to 
identify  the  source  of  the  impairment, 
the  Steering  Committee  of  the 
Interagency  Monitoring  of  Protected 
Visual  Environments  (IMPROVE) 
directed  its  contractor.  Air  Resources 
Specialists  Inc.  (ARS),  to  conduct 
photographic  monitoring  of  the  Class  1 
area  to  assess  visual  air  quality  impact 
by  plumes  ft’om  local  sources.  IMPROVE 
is  an  ongoing  interagency  monitoring 
effort  formed  to  address  the  specific 
data  needs  of  the  section  169A  visibility 
protection  program.  IMPROVE  has  the 
responsibility  to  collect  visibility  date  in 
order  to  establish  background  levels 
necessary  to  assess  impacts  of  potential 
new  sources,  determine  sources  and 
levels  of  reasonably  attributable 
impairment,  assess  progress  toward  the 
national  visibility  goal,  and  promote  the 
development  of  improved  visibility 
monitoring  techniques.  To  accomplish 
these  objectives,  a  steering  committee 
was  formed  with  representatives  fit)m 
EPA,  FWS,  NPS,  U.S.  Forest  Service, 
and  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

The  ARS  personnel  conferred  with 
NPS  in  selecting  an  appropriate 
monitoring  site  in  Voyageurs  National 
Park.  On  October  24, 1986,  NPS  installed 
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an  8mm  time-lapse  photographic  system 
in  the  park  to  view  north  across 
Kabetogama  Lake.  Several  sources  are 
located  approximately  30  km  west- 
northwest  of  the  vista.  The  NPS 
personnel  also  installed  a  35mm  camera 
to  view  east  through  the  paric,  capturing 
an  appropriate  target  for  visual  air 
quality  analysis. 

The  ARS  coordinated  the 
photographic  monitoring  of  the  area 
from  October  24, 1986  thorough  April 
1988.  On  May  5, 1988,  ARS  submitted 
the  monitoring  results  in  a  report  to  the 
EPA  diairman  of  the  IMPROVE  steering 
committee.^  As  noted  in  the  May  5 
report,  the  data  gathered  by  ARS 
displayed  no  distinct,  identifiable 
plumes  entering  the  Class  I  area.  Thus, 
ARS  concluded  that  no  visibility 
impairments  in  Voyageurs  National  Park 
could  be  presently  traced  to  specific 
sources.  The  NPS  reviewed  the  35mm 
slides  and  8mm  time-lapse  movies  and, 
by  letter  dated  July  25, 1988,  concurred 
with  ARS. 

In  addition,  the  Minnesota  Pollution 
Control  Agency  (MPCA)  conducted  a 
modeling  screening  analysis  for  the 
Boise  Cascade  paper  mill  located 
approximately  18  km  from  the  park 
boundary.®  The  MPCA  used  the  Level  I 
visibility  screening  procedures 
according  to  the  methods  recommended 
by  EPA  in  the  “Workbook  for  Estimating 
Visibility  Impairment,"  EPA-450/4-80- 
031.  Bas^  on  its  modeling  screening 
analysis,  the  MPCA  concluded  that 
Boise  Cascade’s  emissions  do  not  impair 
visibility  beymd  a  distance  of  3  km 
from  the  source.  The  EPA’s  staff 
reviewed  the  screening  analysis  and 
concluded  that  there  is  no  potential  for 
visibility  impairment  in  Voyageurs 
National  Park  as  a  result  of  the  actual  or 
potential  allowable  emissions  from  the 
Boise  Cascade  paper  milL®  Accordingly, 
EPA  considers  it  unnecessary  at  this 
time  to  revise  the  FIP  for  Minnesota  to 
include  BART  requirements  and  other 
control  measures. 

B.  Petrified  Forest  National  Park, 
Arizona 

The  NPS  earlier  noted  the  occurrence 
of  a  yellowish-brown  layered  haze  in 
the  Petrified  Forest  National  Park  which 
may  be  attributable  to  area  powerplants 


*  See  report  from  ARS  to  EPA  (May  5. 1988) 
(difcussing  monitoring  for  reasonably  attributable 
impact  of  local  sources  at  Voyageurs  National  Park, 
Petrified  Forest  National  Park,  and  Moosehom 
Wilderness  area). 

*  See  letter  from  Minnesota  Pollution  Control 
A^ncy  to  Janet  Metsa  of  EPA  (April  21, 1987) 
(discussing  visibility  impairment  at  Voyageurs). 

*  See  memorandum  from  (awad  Touma  of  EPA  to 
Pass  Busclunan  of  EPA  (June  30, 1988)  (discussing 
Minnesota  screening  analysis). 


(52  FR  7802).  Accordingly,  the  IMPROVE 
committee  directed  ARS  to  conduct 
photographic  monitoring  of  the  Class  1 
area  to  assess  impacts  on  visual  air 
quality  by  plumes  from  local  sources. 

On  March  13, 1987,  NPS  personnel 
installed  an  8mm  time-lapse  and  35mm 
color-slide  camera  system  at  the 
Petrified  Forest  to  view  the  length  of  the 
park  looking  southeast  toward  Blue 
Mesa.  Between  March  13, 1987  and  July 
31, 1987,  the  system  recordings  disclosed 
no  visible  plumes.  On  July  31, 1987,  ARS 
relocated  the  system  to  record  a 
southwest  view  looking  toward  the 
Cholla  Generating  Station,  This  coal- 
fired  powerplant  is  located 
approximately  40  km  outside  park 
boundaries.  The  system  operated  until 
March  1, 1988.  During  this  monitoring 
period,  the  system  again  recorded  no 
visible  plumes  in  the  Class  I  area.  While 
the  record  reveals  occasional  hwizon 
discoloration,  ARS  has  concluded  that 
such  discoloration  is  not  readily 
identifiable  or  traceable  to  a  specific 
source.  As  noted  in  the  May  5, 1988 
report  submitted  to  the  EPA  by  ARS,  the 
photographic  monitoring  at  the  Petrified 
Forest  did  not  display  identifiable 
plumes  in  the  Class  I  area.  The  NPS 
reviewed  the  35mm  slides  and  8mm 
time-lapse  movies,  and  by  letter  dated 
July  25, 1988,  concurred  with  ARS  that 
impairments  in  the  paric  could  not  be 
traced  to  a  specific  source.  Accordingly, 
with  respect  to  the  Petrified  Forest 
National  Park,  EPA  considers  it 
uiniec:essary  at  this  time  to  revise  the 
FIP  for  Arizona  to  include  BART 
requirements  or  other  control  measures.  ' 

C.  Saguaro  Wilderness,  Arizona 

An  earlier  NPS  survey  noted  the 
existence  during  stagnant  winter 
meteorological  conditions  of  a  uniform 
haze  within  the  Class  I  area  and  related 
vistas  (52  FR  7802).  The  Regional 
Office  staff  reviewed  the  emissions 
inventory  near  Saguaro  Wilderness 
which  indicates  that  there  are  a  number 
of  power  plants  and  smelter  operations 
within  100  km  of  Saguaro.  Moreover, 
there  are  several  urban  areas  in  the 
vicinity  of  Saguaro,  including  the  city  of 
Tucson  which  is  situated  between  the 
east  and  west  sections  of  the  Class  1 
area.  At  present,  it  appears  that 
impairments  in  the  Saguaro  Wilderness 
area  result  from  the  combined  emissions 
of  several  major,  minor,  and  urban 
sources,  and  are  not  attributable  to  any 
specific  source.  Thus,  EPA  considers  it 
uxuiecessary  at  this  time  to  revise  the 
FIP  for  Arizona  to  include  BART 
requirements  or  other  control  measures. 

The  EPA  notes,  however,  that  NPS  is 
deploying  in  the  Saguaro  Wilderness  a 


camera  system  which  will  operate  for 
approximately  1  year.  If,  upon  review  of 
the  data  to  be  gathered  fi'om  the  ongoing 
study,  the  EPA  and  NPS  attributes 
visibility  impairment  to  a  specific 
source,  then  such  impairments  will  be 
addressed  in  the  3-year  periodic  review 
of  Arizona’s  long-term  visibility 
strategy. 

D.  Canyonlands  National  Park,  Utah, 
and  Grand  Canyon  National  Park, 
Arizona 

The  DOI  previously  noted  the 
occurrence  of  visibility  impairment 
episodes  at  Canyonlands  and  Grand 
Canyon  National  Parks  during  winter 
inversion  conditions  (52  FR  7802). 
However,  due  to  the  proximity  of 
several  major  point  sources  and  small 
urban  sources  near  the  Class  I  areas, 

EPA  was  unable  to  attribute  the 
impairment  to  specific  sources.  At  that 
time,  the  NPS  was  in  the  process  of 
conducting  a  preliminary  research  effort 
in  the  Canyonlands  National  Park/Lake 
Powell  Basin/Grand  Canyon  National 
Paric  areas.  The  NPS,  the  Salt  River 
Project,  the  Electric  Powct  Research 
Institute,  and  others  conducted  the 
Winter  Haze  Intensive  Tracer 
Experiment  (WHITEX)  study  over  a  6- 
week  period  during  the  1986-87  winter 
season  to  quantify  the  air  pollution 
impact  of  the  Navajo  Power  Plant  on 
specific  receptors,  including 
Canyonlands  and  Grand  Canyon 
National  Parks.  A  tracer  (a  gas  not 
normally  found  in  the  ambient  air)  was 
added  to  the  emissions  from  the  stack  of 
the  Navajo  Power  Plant  located  near 
Page,  Arizona.  Monitoring  stations  were 
located  throughout  the  region,  including 
Canyonlands  and  Grand  Canyon 
National  Parks  to  measure 
concentrations  of  this  tracer.  However, 
the  data  analyses  have  been  ddayed 
and  the  evaluation  of  the  WHITEX 
study  is  incomplete.  Therefore,  to  allow 
completicm  of  the  data  analysis,  the 
parties  in  EDP  v.  Thomas  have  agreed  to 
again  defer  EPA’s  decisiem  on  the  need 
to  include  BART  requirements  or  other 
control  strategies  in  the  FIP  for  Utah  and 
Arizona  to  address  existing  impairment 
in  Canyonlands  and  Grand  Canyon 
National  Parks.  Accordingly,  EPA 
intends  to  propose  a  decision  and  any 
appropriate  rulemaking  no  later  than 
August  31, 1989. 

E.  Moosehom  Wilderness  Area,  Maine 

The  FWS  previously  noted  the 
existence  of  elevated  layered  hazes  of 
differing  colors  in  the  Moosehom 
Wilderness  area  (52  FR  7802).  However, 
the  existing  data  was  inadequate  to 
positively  identify  the  sources  of  the 
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impairment  or  to  complete  a  BART 
analysis.  Consequently,  the  FWS  and 
IMPROVE  directed  ARS  to  install  an 
8mm  time-lapse  camera  system  at 
Moosehom.  The  ARS  installed  the 
camera  on  October  5, 1987. 

As  noted  above,  the  FWS  has 
identified  the  GP  pulp  and  paper  mill  as 
the  probable  source  of  impairment 
existing  within  the  Moosehom 
Wilderness.  The  mill  is  approximately  7 
km  from  the  northern  section  of 
Moosehom  Wilderness.  The  camera 
system  installed  at  Moosehom  has 
recorded  a  visible  plume  emitted  nearly 
every  day  from  the  mill.  Under  certain 
conditions,  the  plume  appears  to  cross 
the  wilderness  boundary  causing 
impairments  in  the  wilderness  area. 

However,  as  discussed  above,  the 
newly  revised  settlement  agreement 
provides  for  further  deferral  of  EPA’s 
decision  concerning  BART  analysis  for 
the  GP  mill,  pending  completion  of  the 
PSD  permit  process  currently  underway 
by  the  State  of  Maine.  The  PSD  permit 
process  includes  review  of  existing 
sources  of  plume  blight  at  the  mill.  The 
existing  impairment  may  be  reduced, 
and  a  BART  analysis  rendered 
unnecessary  if,  as  EPA  anticipates, 
additional  air  pollution  controls  on 
existing  facilities  are  required  by  the 
PSD  permit  and  other  existing  facilities 
which  are  contributing  to  impairment 
are  retired  from  service.  Following 
issuance  of  the  PSD  permit,  monitoring 
activities  will  continue  at  Moosehom. 
The  EPA  will  decide  no  later  than 
August  31, 1989  the  necessity  for  BART 
or  other  control  measures  to  remedy 
impairments  in  Moosehom. 

F.  Roosevelt  Campobello  International 
Park,  New  Brunswick,  Canada 

The  RCIP  Commission  previously 
noted  impairments  existing  within 
integral  vistas  associated  with  the  park. 
Because  of  the  proximity  of  the  GP 
paper  mill  to  RCIP,  EPA  believed  that 
impairments  in  the  RCIP  may  have  been 
attributable  to  the  mill.  The  mill  is 
approximately  45  km  northwest  of  RCIP 
and  is  generally  40  km  northwest  of  the 
integral  vistas. 

The  RCIP  Commission  requested  the 
NPS  to  study  potential  impacts  of  GP’s 
proposal  to  install  a  new  boiler  at  the 
Woodland  Mill.  In  a  September  28, 1987 
letter  to  the  RCIP  Commission,  the  NPS 
stated  that 

*  *  *  based  on  the  emission  limitations 
proposed  for  the  future  mill  configuration, 
there  is  little  potential  for  the  visibility  in 
RCIP  or  the  integral  vistas  associated  with 
the  park  to  be  affected  adversely.  Various 
visibility  parameters  were  assessed  and 
compared  to  thresholds  of  human 
perceptibility.  Based  on  the  outputs  from  the 
visibility  model,  NPS  determined  that  the 


magnitude  of  a  plume  from  the  proposed 
project,  were  it  to  cross  into  the  park  or  its 
integral  vistas,  would  be  smaller  than  the 
presently  accepted  levels  at  which  a  human 
could  perceive  a  plume.  Given  these  results, 
NPS  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  potential  for 
visibility  impacts  in  RCIP  or  the  associated 
integral  vista  is  low.’-* 

Accordingly,  the  EPA  considers  it 
unnecessary  at  this  time  to  revise  the 
FIP  for  Maine  to  include  BART 
requirements  or  other  control  measures 
to  remedy  impairments  at  RCIP.  If 
additional  impairment  is  identiHed,  it 
will  be  addressed  in  the  3-year  periodic 
review  of  Maine’s  long-term  strategy. 

Incomplete  Integral  Vista  Identification 

On  December  2, 1980,  EPA 
promulgated  its  visibility  regulations  as 
required  by  section  169A  of  the  Act  (45 
FR  80084,  codified  at  40  CFR  51.300,  et 
seq.).  The  visibility  regulations  require 
States  to  consider,  in  all  aspects  of 
visibility  protection,  any  integral  vistas 
identified  by  the  FLM  as  critical  to  the 
visitor’s  enjoyment  of  the  Class  I  areas. 
An  integral  vista  is  defined  as  ”a  view 
perceived  from  within  a  Class  I  Federal 
area  of  a  specific  landmark  or  panorama 
located  outside  the  boundary  of  the 
mandatory  Class  I  Federal  areas.” 

On  February  27, 1981,  the  FLM  for 
RCIP  proposed  to  designate  four  integral 
vistas  for  the  park,  including  Con 
Robinson’s  Point  (46  FR  14508).  As  noted 
in  the  preliminary  proposal,  the  FLM 
identified  Grand  Manan  as  a  key  feature 
viewed  from  Con  Robinson’s  Point. 

There  were  no  objections  to  the 
inclusion  of  Grand  Manan  as  a  key 
feature  of  this  vista.  Thus,  when  the 
FLM  submitted  its  final  identification  of 
integral  vistas  and  related  key  features 
to  the  Federal  Register  for  publication, 
the  FLM  again  identified  Grand  Manan 
as  a  key  feature  of  Con  Robinson’s 
Point.  However,  the  final  Federal 
Register  notice,  as  printed,  inadvertently 
omitted  this  key  feature  (46  FR  22707). 

On  November  24, 1987,  EPA  amended 
its  regulations  to  include  in  Part  81  the 
integral  vistas  and  related  key  features 
for  the  RCIP  as  they  appeared  in  the 
final  Federal  Register  identification  at  46 
FR  22707  (52  FR  45132).  Part  81  thus  fails 
to  include  Grand  Manan  as  a  key 
feature  of  the  Con  Robinson’s  Point 
vista.  Subsequently,  the  RCIP 
Commission  notified  EPA  of  the  error  of 
omission  and  requested  the  EPA  to 
amend  Part  81  to  restore  Grand  Manan 
to  the  list  of  key  features  viewed  firom 
Con  Robinson’s  Point.® 

’  See  letter  from  NPS  to  RCIP  Commission 
(September  28, 1987). 

*  See  letter  from  RCIP  Commission  to  David 
Stonefield  (July  25, 1988). 

’See  letter  from  RCIP  Commission  to  David 
Stonefleld  (April  8,  1988). 


The  Commission  also  requested 
clarification  concerning  the  final  column 
of  the  table  of  vistas  associated  with  the 
RCIP,  designated  as  the  "Also  Viewed 
From”  column.  The  Commission  stated 
that  this  column  has  been  incorrectly 
interpreted  to  mean  that  all  key  features 
of  a  vista  are  viewed  from  the 
designated  location.  The  Commission 
noted  that  the  intent  of  the  ’’Also 
Viewed  From”  column  was  to  indicate 
that  portions  of  the  vista,  not 
necessarily  the  key  features,  are  viewed 
fi'om  the  designated  location.  For 
example,  although  portions  of  the  Friar’s 
Head  vista  may  be  viewed  from  the 
Roosevelt  Cottage  and  Beach  area,  not 
all  key  features  in  the  Friar’s  Head  vista 
are  visible  from  this  area. 

The  Commission,  therefore,  requested 
the  EPA  to  amend  Part  81  to  replace  in 
the  ’’Also  Viewed  From”  column  the 
word  “portions”  with  “an  asterisk”  and 
the  word  “features”  to  read  ’“features 
viewed  from  (designated  location).”  In 
addition,  the  Commission  requests  the 
EPA  to  include  an  asterisk  next  to  those 
key  features  that  may  also  be  viewed 
from  each  designated  location. 

Accordingly,  the  EPA  is  proposing  to 
amend  Part  81  per  the  FLM  instruction 
to  remedy  the  inadvertent  omission  of 
Grand  Manan  as  a  key  feature  viewed 
from  Con  Robinson’s  Point,  and  to 
clarify  the  scope  of  the  integral  vistas 
for  the  RCIP. 

In  40  CFR  51.301(g),  EPA  identified  the 
chairman  of  the  RCIP  Commission  as 
the  FLM  for  the  RCIP.  This  notice 
proposes  to  correct  40  CFR  81.437  to 
include  that  notification. 

Solicitation  of  Comments 

The  EPA  solicits  comments  on  the 
proposed  decision  finding  that,  because 
no  visibility  impairment  in  Voyageurs 
National  Park,  Saguaro  Wilderness, 
Petrified  Forest  National  Park,  and  the 
Roosevelt  Campobello  International 
Park  can  be  traced  to  specific  sources,  it 
is  unnecessary  at  this  time  to  include  in 
the  FIP’s  for  Arizona,  Maine,  and 
Minnesota  BART  requirements  and 
other  control  measures. 

The  EPA  has  established  a  docket  for 
this  proposal.  Docket  Number  A-88-22. 
The  docket  is  an  organized  and 
complete  file  of  all  significant 
information  submitted  to  or  otherwise 
considered  by  EPA  during  this 
proceeding.  This  docket  will  serve  as  the 
record  in  the  case  of  judicial  review 
under  section  307(b)  of  the  Act,  42  U.S.C. 
7607(b). 

Classification 

I'he  Administrator  certifies  pursuant 
to  the  provisions  of  5  U.S.C.  605(b)  that 
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the  attached  rule  will  not,  if 
promulgated,  have  a  signiHcant 
economic  impact  on  a  substantial 
number  of  small  entities. 

The  proposed  rules  do  not  contain  any 
information  collection  requirements 
subject  to  ORice  of  Management  and 
Budget  (OMB)  review  under  the 
Paperwork  Reaction  Act  of  1980,  U.S.C. 
3501  el  seq. 

The  proposed  rules  implement  part  of 
Subpart  P  (40  CFR  51.300  through  51.307) 
which  was  promulgated  on  December  2, 
1980.  An  economic  impact  assessment 
was  made  for  promulgation  of  Subpart  P 
and  can  be  found  in  Docket  Number  A- 
79-40. 

Under  Executive  Order  12291,  EPA 
must  judge  whether  a  regulation  is 
“major"  and  therefore  subject  to  the 
requirement  of  a  Regulatory  Impact 
Analysis.  This  regulation  is  not  major 
because:  (1)  The  national  annualized 


costs  total  less  than  $100  million;  (2)  the 
standards  do  not  cause  a  major  increase 
in  prices  or  production  costs;  and  (3)  the 
standards  do  not  cause  signiHcant 
adverse  effects  on  domestic  competition, 
employment,  investment,  productivity, 
innovation,  or  competition  in  foreign 
markets.  This  regulation  was  submitted 
to  OMB  for  review  as  required  by 
Executive  Order  12291.  Any  written 
commimication  between  OMB  and  EPA 
pertaining  to  the  standards  has  been  put 
in  Docket  Number  A-88-22. 

List  of  Subjects  in  40  CFR  Part  81 

Air  quality  planning  areas.  Class  I 
areas.  Integral  vistas. 

Date:  September  1, 1988. 

John  A.  Moore, 

Acting  Administrator. 

Part  81,  Chapter  I  of  Title  40,  Code  of 


Federal  Regulations  is  amended  as 
follows; 

PART  81— [AMENDED] 

1.  The  authority  for  Part  81,  Subpart  D, 
continues  to  read  as  follows: 

Authority:  Sec.  101(b)(1),  110, 169(a)(2),  and 
301(a),  Clean  Air  Act  as  amended  (42  U.S.C. 
7401(b),  74ia  7491(a)(2),  7601(a)). 

2.  Section  81.437  is  amended  by 
revising  footnote  1  to  Table  1  and  Table 
2,  columns  4  and  5,  to  read  as  follows; 

§  81.437  New  Brunswick,  Canada. 


Table  1 


Public 

Feder- 

Area  name 

Acre¬ 

age 

law 

estab- 

al  land 
man- 

lishing 

ager 

Roosevelt  Campobello 
International  Park . 

2,721 

88-363 

(') 

'  Chairman,  RCIP  Commission. 
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Table  2.— Integral  Vistas  Associated  With  Mandatory  Class  I  Areas 


Park  Observation  point 


Roosevelt  Campobello  International  Roosevelt  Cottage  and  Beach  f<tm 
Park. 


View  angle 


244*-56” 


Friar’s  Head, 


154'-94” 


Con  Robinson’s  Point. 


Liberty  Point.. 


308°-150‘ 


34'’-236’’ 


Key  features 


Este  Head  * .  * 

Eastport* . 

North  Lubec* . 

Cobscook  Bay  * . 

Shackford  Head  * . 

St  Andrews  * . 

Friar’s  Head  * . 

Treat’s  Island* . 

Passarrtaquoddy  Bay  * . 

Deer  Island  * . 

Indian  Island  * . 

Rouen  Island  * . 

Cherry  Island  * . . 

Thrumcap  Island  * . 

Owen  House  * . 

Welshpool  * . 

Roosevelt  Cottage  * . 

Campobello  Island  * . 

Weir  * . 

Friar’s  Bay  * 

Welshpool  * 

Wilson’s  Beach . 

North  Road 

Head  Harbour  Passage  * . 

Casco  IsterifJ . 

Green  Island . 

Pope  Island  * . 

Thrumcap  Island  * . 

Cherry  Islartd  * . 

Kouen  Island  *.~ . 

Indian  Island  * . 

Deer  Island  * . 

Passamaquoddy  Bay  * . 

Old  Sow  Whirlpool  * . 

St  Andrews . 

Eastport  * . 

Friar  Roads  * . 

Estes  Head  * . 

Perry  * . 

Shackford  Head  * 

Pembroke  * . 

Cobscook  Bay* 

Treat’s  Island* . 

Major’s  Islarxf . 

North  Lubec  * . 

Passamaquoddy  Dam,  portion 
of  *. 

Roger’s  Island . 

Dudley  Island . 

Johnson’s  Bay  * . 

Pope’s  FoHy . 

Cutler  Nav^  Radio  Station  . . 

Lubec . 

Mulholland  Point  Lighthouse . 

FDR  Memorial  Bridge . 

South  Lubec . 

Grand  Manan  Islaiid . 

Herrirrg  Cove  Beach . 

Provincial  Pa.'k . 

Eastern  Head . 

Herring  Cove . 

Mainland  New  Brunswick  * . 

Point  La  Preau  * . 

Wolf  Islands  * . 

Atlantic  Ocean* . 

Grand  Manan  Island  * . 

Ragged  Poini . 

Mainland  New  Brunswick  * . 

Atlantic  Ocean  * . 

Wolf  Islands  * . 

Grand  Marran  Island  * . 

Sail  Rock . 

West  Quoddy  Head  Lighthouse.... 
South  Lubec . 


Also  viewed  from 


Features  viewed  from  Friar’s  Head. 


Features  viewed  from  Roosevelt 
Cottage  and  beach  area. 


*  Features  viewed  from  Liberty  Point 


Features  viewed  from  Con  Robirv 
son’s  Point 


